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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

Applicant has successfully amended the drawings, therefore the objection has 
been withdrawn. 

Applicant has successfully amended claims 13016, therefore the 35 U.S.C. 101 
rejection is withdrawn. 

Applicant's arguments filed September 10, 2007 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that, "Yokogawa specifically fails to disclose or suggest that the 
tokens selected to be registered can be selected on the basis of attribute information", 
further stating that, "the preference flag is only used by Yokogawa to identify words in 
the token list for which to discard dictionary information, but not to discard the words 
themselves " (Remarks page 12), however the examiner respectfully disagrees. Also, it 
is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e. discarding the words 
themselves) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted 
in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. 
See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). In the instant 
application, claim 10 recites: 

"inputting a natural language text string .., referencing a dictionary stored in 
memory, obtaining tokens from said text string and storing them in a work area of 
memory, selecting given tokens out of tokens stored in said memory on the basis of 
given conditions imposed on the morphological analysis and said attribute information of 
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the tokens and registering them on a token list formed in a given area of memory, and 
selecting optimum token strings for composing said natural language text to be 
processed out of said token strings stored in said memory and outputting them". 

These limitations claim selecting tokens from an input text string based on a 
dictionary reference, storing those tokens in memory, then selecting tokens from those 
stored in work memory and registering them in another area of memory, i.e. moving 
selected tokens from one are of memory to another, based on a set condition. Those 
selected tokens are then used to create an optimum output. The selected tokens are 
moved from one area of memory to another, not discarded as applicant claims, since all 
of the tokens remain in the original area of work memory. Similarly, Yokogawa states, 
"In this embodiment, while all words, compound words or phrases starting from the cut- 
out position of the dictionary reference unit are taken out upon morphological analysis, 
dictionary information obtained for individual words constituting the compound word or 
the phrase judged to be a collective 'unit' in accordance with the highest preference flag 
are discarded. That is, the extent of coupling between the words in the sentence is 
judged while referring to the highest preference flag for the dictionary information 
obtained in the morphological analysis. Among the compound words of phrases, those 
judged to have strong coupling are estimated to be used as the phrase in the sentence 
and, if not, the possibility for the usage as the individual words is also considered in 
parallel" (column 13 lines 34-48). Yokogawa determines tokens from an input, 
referencing a word dictionary (Figure 3), determines selected tokens based on a set 
condition (the input character array is processed in terms of the highest preference flag, 
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and a contradiction to the highest preference flag is eliminated, column 13 lines 34-61), 
then determines the optimum output token string based on the preference flag (column 
12 lines 17-53), as claimed in claim 10. Yokogawa does not explicitly disclose 
registering tokens in a token list except subtokens for tokens decomposable into smaller 
tokens, as recited in claim 15. However, Yokogawa does disclose considering 
individual words when possible compound words or phrases do not have a strong 
coupling (column 13 lines 34-47). In Yokogawa, a morphological analysis is performed 
on input text, and a weak or strong coupling between constituent words of compound 
words or phrases is determined. Using this information, a possible parse tree is 
determined then used for machine translation. Individual words that are constituents of 
determined compound words or phrases are not considered, thus reducing system 
processing. . 

The remaining arguments with respect to claims 1,5,7 and 13 have been 
considered, however a specific response can not be given, in light of the numerous 35 
U.S.C. 112 second paragraph rejections below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1,3,5,7,8,10, 13 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 

paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 

subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 
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Claim 1 recites, "a dictionary unit storing header words and attribute information 
of the header words, said attribute information comprising at least one attribute flag", 
however this is ambiguous. It is unclear whether the "header words" refer to the head of 
a compound word, the head of a word or both, or if the dictionary is meant to store 
words and their morphological structure, i.e. a head and inflectional and derivational 
information for each word. 

Claim 1 recites, "wherein said token list generating unit controls the registration 
of the tokens on said token list on the bases of conditions imposed on the morphological 
analysis", however this ambiguous. It is unclear whether "the morphological process" 
refers to the step performed by the token list generating unit, where a dictionary unit is 
referenced to extract tokens from the input text string, or a different process, especially 
since it is not clear, as noted above, whether or not the dictionary unit stores 
morphological information for each word. 

Claim 3 recites, "and wherein in response to a condition of registering only 
decomposing complex words being imposed on said morphological analysis, said token 
list generating unit references the attribute flag of said header words corresponding to 
said extracted tokens and registers the extracted tokens on said list except tokens 
corresponding to decomposable header words from said extracted tokens" however 
these statements create a contradiction. In the first sentence, a condition is set to 
register decomposable complex words in the token list, while the second sentence 
states that tokens are registered on a token list except tokens that are decomposable. 
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Claim 5 recites, "wherein said token list generation means selectively registers 
said tokens according to at least condition imposed on the morphological analysis", 
however this ambiguous. It is unclear whether "the morphological process" refers to the 
steps performed by the token list generating unit, or a different process. This also 
renders ambiguous exactly where in the process the "condition of specifying at least 
one type of token to be excluded from said token list" is performed. 

Claim 7 recites, "said morphological analysis means comprising: a dictionary unit 
storing header words and attribute information of the header words, said attribute 
information comprising at least one attribute flag", However this is ambiguous. It is 
unclear whether the "header words" refer to the head of a compound word, the head of 
a word or both, or if the dictionary is meant to store words and their morphological 
structure, i.e. a head and inflectional and derivational information for each word. To 
perform a morphological analysis the system would require more than just "header 
words". 

Claim 8 recites, "and wherein in response to a condition of registering only 
decomposing complex words being imposed on said morphological analysis, said token 
list generating unit references the attribute flag of said header words corresponding to 
said extracted tokens and registers the extracted tokens on said token list, except 
tokens corresponding to subtokens" however these statements seem to create a 
contradiction. In the first sentence, a condition is set to register decomposable complex 
words in the token list, while the second sentence states that tokens are registered on a 
token list except tokens that are decomposable. 
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Claim 8 recites the limitation "subtokens" in line 12. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 10 recites, "selecting given tokens out of the tokens stored in said 
memory,. .and registering them in a given area of memory" however this is ambiguous. It 
is unclear if "said memory" refers to the work memory or the dictionary memory. It is 
also unclear if the "given area of memory" is the same as the "work memory". Claim 10 
also recites, "selecting optimum token strings for composing said natural language text 
to be processed out of said token strings stored in said memory", however it is unclear 
which memory "said memory" refers to. Therefore the examiner interprets these 
limitations as, "selecting given tokens out of the tokens stored in said work area 
memory, ..registering them on a token list in a given secondary area of work memory" 
and "selecting optimum token strings.. to be processed out of said token strings stored in 
said work area of memory". This interpretation used throughout the remainder of this 
office action. 

Claim 13 recites limitations similar to claim 1, and is therefore rejected for similar 
reasons. 

Claim 15 recites limitations similar to claim 10, and is therefore rejected for 
similar reasons. 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
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art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 6, 9, 15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably 
convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application 
was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

Claim 6 recites, "wherein said condition specifies whether or not subtokens from 
tokens decomposable into smaller tokens are to be excluded from said token list", 
however "subtokens" are not disclosed in the specification. 

Claim 9 recites, "wherein the attribute information comprises a plurality of 
attribute flags corresponding to a plurality of different attributes for said header word", 
however this limitation is not disclosed in the specification. 

Claim 15 recites, "registering said tokens by said token group in a token list 
formed in a given area of the memory except subtokens for tokens decomposable into 
smaller tokens" however "subtokens" are not disclosed in the specification. 

Claim 16 recites, "imposing at least other one condition on the morphological 
analysis", "analyzing said tokens using the other conditions imposed on the 
morphological analysis" and "instead of registering said tokens by said token group, 
registering only tokens in said token list in accordance with said other imposed 
condition", however these limitations are not disclosed in the specification. 
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In light of the numerous 112 rejections stated above, claims 1-16 are interpreted 
in terms of the prior art, identified below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1-4,7-10,13,14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Yokogawa (5,225,981). 

As per claims 1,7,10 and 13 Yokogawa discloses a morphological analyzer for 
performing a morphological analysis on a natural language text to be processed, 
comprising: 

a dictionary unit storing header words and attribute information of the header 
words, said attribute information comprising at least one attribute flag (column 12 lines 
23-37, a word dictionary stores grammatical information for each entry word, including 
inflectional information, as well as a highest preference flag); 

a token list generating unit for referencing data in said dictionary unit, extracting 
tokens that can form natural language text from said input text string, and registering 
said extracted tokens in a token list (column 10 lines 44-55 and column 12 lines 1-15, a 
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morphological analysis section processes the sentence by referring to the word 
dictionary, this analysis saved in the retrieved dictionary buffer); and 

a token string selecting unit for selecting optimum token strings for composing 
said natural language text on the basis of the token list generated by said token list 
generating unit, wherein said token list generating unit controls the registration of the 
tokens on said token list on the basis of conditions imposed on the morphological 
analysis and said attribute flag of the header words corresponding to said extracted 
tokens, wherein said token list generating unit registers in said token list only the 
extracted tokens having said attribute flag matching said conditions imposed on the 
morphological analysis (column 10 line 67 - column 1 1 line 5 and column 13 lines 34-37 
and lines 49-61 , the input character array is processed in terms of the highest 
preference flag (imposed condition), then a contradiction for the highest preference flag 
is eliminated; next, the input data and the dictionary information are sent to the parsing 
section I and then II, where structure is applied to the data to determine a solution, or a 
parse tree). 

As per claim 3, Yokogawa discloses the morphological analyzer according to claim 1 , 
wherein said attribute flag indicates whether or not said header words are 
decomposable, and wherein in response to a condition of registering only decomposing 
complex words being imposed on said morphological analysis, said token list generating 
unit references the attribute flag of said header words corresponding to said tokens and 
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registers the extracted tokens on said token list, except tokens corresponding to 
individual words (column 12 lines 23-37 and column 13 lines 34-37, the word dictionary 
contains an entry for a highest preference flag, which uses a'V or '0' to indicate weak 

4 

or strong coupling (decomposable). This is used to determine the compound word or 
phrase used in the sentence). 



As per claims 4,9 and 14, Yokogawa discloses the morphological analyzer according to 
claims 1,7 and 13, wherein the attribute information comprises a plurality of attribute 
flags corresponding to a plurality of different attributes for said header words, wherein 
said token list generating unit registers in said token list only the extracted tokens 
having said attribute flags matching said conditions imposed on the morphological 
analysis (column 12 lines 23-37 and column 13 lines 34-37, the word dictionary contains 
an entry for a highest preference flag, which uses a'V or '0' to indicate weak or strong 
coupling, as well as additional information such as part of speech and countability or 
uncountability. In addition, the input character array is processed in terms of the highest 
preference flag (imposed condition), then a contradiction for the highest preference flag 
is eliminated). 

As per claim 8, Yokogawa discloses the natural language processor according to claim 
7, wherein said attribute flag indicates whether or not said header words are 
decomposable, and wherein in response to a condition of registering only composing 
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complex words being imposed on said morphological analysis by said application 
execution means, said token list generating unit references the attribute flag of said 
header words corresponding to said extracted tokens and registers the extracted tokens 
on said extracted on said token list, except tokens corresponding to subtokens (column 
1 2 lines 23-37 and column 1 3 lines 34-37, the word dictionary contains an entry for a 
highest preference flag, which uses a T or V to indicate weak or strong coupling 
(decomposable). The input character array is processed in terms of the highest 
preference flag (imposed condition), then a contradiction for the highest preference flag 
is eliminated). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 5, 6, 12, 15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Yokogawa 

As per claims 5,12 and 15, Yokogawa discloses a morphological analyzer for 
performing a morphological analysis on a natural language text to be processed, 
comprising: token list generation means for decomposing an input text string to be 
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processed into tokens that are components of the natural language text and selectively 
registering said tokens in a token list (column 10 lines 44-55, a morphological analysis 
section derives the sentence by referring to the word dictionary During this analysis, the 
input character array is processed in terms of the highest preference flag (imposed 
condition) } then a contradiction for the highest preference flag is eliminated) and token 
string selection means for selecting optimum token strings for composing said natural 
language text on the basis of the token list generated by said token list generation 
means, wherein said token list generating means selectively registers said tokens 
according to at least one condition imposed on the morphological analysis, said 
condition specifying at lest one type of token to be excluded from said token list (column 
1 0 line 67 - column 1 1 line 5 and column 1 3 lines 34-37, the input character array is 
processed in terms of the highest preference flag (imposed condition) ,then a 
contradiction for the highest preference flag is eliminated. After the morphological 
analysis, the input data and the dictionary information are sent to the parsing section I 
and then II, where structure is applied to the data to determine a solution, or a parse 
tree). Yokogawa does not explicitly disclose registering tokens except tokens 
decomposable into smaller tokens. However, Yokogawa does disclose considering 
individual words when possible compound words or phrases do not have a strong 
coupling (column 13 lines 34-47). In Yokogawa, a morphological analysis is performed 
on input text, and a weak or strong coupling between constituent words of compound 
words or phrases is determined. Using this information, a possible parse tree is 
determined then used for machine translation. Individual words that are constituents of 
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determined compound words or phrases are not considered, thus reducing the 
processing. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to register tokens except tokens corresponding to decomposable 
header words from said extracted tokens in Yokogawa, since it would enable the 
system to discard words or phrases with weak coupling, i.e. words or phrases that are 
not likely to be correct compound words or phrases, thus reducing system processing. 

As per claim 6, Yokogawa discloses the morphological analyzer according to claim 5, 
however Yokogawa does not explicitly disclose wherein said condition specifies 
whether or not subtokens from tokens decomposable into smaller tokens are to be 
excluded from said token list. However, Yokogawa does disclose considering individual 
words when possible compound words or phrases do not have a strong coupling 
(column 13 lines 34-47). In Yokogawa, a morphological analysis is performed on input 
text, and a weak or strong coupling between constituent words of compound words or 
phrases is determined. Using this information, a possible parse tree is determined then 
used for machine translation. Individual words that are constituents of determined 
compound words or phrases are not considered, thus reducing the processing. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to selectively control whether or not tokens decomposable into smaller 
tokens are excluded from tokens registered on said token list in accordance with 
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conditions composed on the morphological analysis in Yokogawa, since it would enable 
the system to discard words or phrases with weak coupling, i.e. words or phrases that 
are not likely to be correct compound words or phrases, thus reducing system 
processing. 

As per claim 16, Yokogawa discloses the program according to claim 15, further 
comprising code sections for: imposing at least other one condition on the 
morphological analysis, analyzing said tokens using the other conditions imposed on 
the morphological analysis, and instead of registering said tokens by said token group, 
registering only said tokens in said token list in accordance with said other imposed 
conditions (column 12 lines 23-37 and column 13 lines 34-37, the word dictionary 
contains an entry for a highest preference flag, which uses a'1'or '0' to indicate weak 
or strong coupling (decomposable). Also, if a strong coupling does not exist between 
possible compound words or phrases, individual words are considered 
(indecomposable words)). 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dorothy Sarah Siedler whose telephone number is 571- 
270-1067. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thur 9:30am-5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richemond Dorvil can be reached on 571-272-7602. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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